
 bae urban economics 

 
Tahoe Truckee Community  Foundat ion Truckee North Tahoe Regional Workforce Housing Needs Assessment 
August 1, 2016 



bae urban economics 

San Francisco Sacramento Los Angeles Washington DC New York City
2600 10th St., Suite 300 803 2nd St., Suite A 706 South Hill St., Suite 1200 1400 I St. NW, Suite 350 49 West 27th St., Suite 10W
Berkeley, CA 94710 Davis, CA 95616 Los Angeles, CA 90014 Washington, DC 20005 New York, NY 10001
510.547.9380 530.750.2195 213.471.2666 202.588.8945 212.683.4486

www.bae1.com 

August 1, 2016 

Stacy Caldwell, CEO 
Sara Schrichte, Project Manager 
Tahoe Truckee Community Foundation 
P.O. Box 366 
Truckee, CA 96160 

Dear Stacy and Sara:  
Attached, please find a copy of the final Truckee North Tahoe Regional Workforce Housing 
Needs Assessment.  Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.   

Sincerely, 

Matt Kowta, MCP 
Principal 

Aaron Nousaine, MCRP 
Senior Associate  









 

  

Table of Tables 
 
Table 1:  Population and Household Trends, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and        
Comparison Counties, 2000 and 2010-2014 ................................................................................ 6 
Table 2:  Age Distribution, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and Comparison Counties,            
2000 and 2010-2014 .................................................................................................................... 13 
Table 3:  Household Income Distribution, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and                  
Comparison Counties, 1999 and 2010-2014 .............................................................................. 15 
Table 4:  Distribution of Households by Income Category, Truckee North Tahoe Study               
Area, 2008-2012 ............................................................................................................................ 17 
Table 5:  Employment by Industry, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and Comparison            
Counties, 2000 and 2014 ............................................................................................................. 18 
Table 6:  Monthly Employment by Industry, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area, January to 
December, 2014............................................................................................................................. 20 
Table 7:  Labor Force and Unemployment Trends, Comparison Counties, 2000 to 2015 ........ 23 
Table 8:  Labor Force and Unemployment Trends, Select Communities, 2010 to 2015 .......... 25 
Table 9:  Employed Residents 16 Years and Older by Occupation, Truckee North Tahoe            
Study Area, 2000 and 2010-2014 ................................................................................................ 27 
Table 10:  Commute Flows, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area, 2003 and 2013 ....................... 28 
Table 11:  Projected Growth in Population, Households, and Housing Units, Nevada              
County and Placer County, 2015 to 2030 .................................................................................... 30 
Table 12:  Projected Growth in Employment by Industry, Nevada County and Placer               
County, 2015 to 2030 .................................................................................................................... 31 
Table 13:  Housing Stock Characteristics, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and                
Comparison Counties, 2000 and 2010-2014 .............................................................................. 33 
Table 14:  Housing Stock by Year built, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and                    
Comparison Counties, 2010-2014 ................................................................................................ 34 
Table 15:  Housing Occupancy and Vacancy Status, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area                   
and Comparison Counties, 2000 and 2010-2014 ...................................................................... 36 
Table 16:  Housing Units by Size and Occupancy Status, Truckee North Tahoe Study                 
Area and Comparison Counties, 2010-2014 ................................................................................ 37 
Table 17:  Households by Size and Tenure, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and               
Comparison Counties, 2010-2014 ................................................................................................ 38 
Table 18:  Overcrowding by Tenure, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and Comparison 
Counties, 2000 and 2010-2014 ................................................................................................... 39 
Table 19:  Housing Cost Burden by Income Category, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area,               
2008-2012...................................................................................................................................... 42 
Table 20:  Housing Cost Burden by Income Category, Comparison Counties,                         
2008-2012...................................................................................................................................... 43 



 

  

Table 21:  Single-Family Home Sales, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area, June to                  
November, 2015............................................................................................................................. 47 
Table 22:  Condominium Sales, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area, June to November,                   
2015 ................................................................................................................................................ 48 
Table 23:  HCD Income Limits, Nevada County and Placer County, Fiscal Year 2016 .............. 50 
Table 24:  Affordable For-Sale Housing Prices, Placer County, 2016 ......................................... 51 
Table 25:  Affordable For-Sale Housing Prices, Nevada County, 2016 ....................................... 52 
Table 26:  Select Apartment Rental Rates, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area, 2015 ................ 54 
Table 27:  Select Private Home Rentals, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area, 2015 .................... 55 
Table 28:  Affordable Rental Rates, Nevada County, 2016 ......................................................... 58 
Table 29:  Affordable Rental Rates, Placer County, 2016 ........................................................... 59 
Table 30:  Short-Term vs. Long-Term Rental Fee Structure ......................................................... 62 
Table 31:  Transient Occupancy Unit Days by Sub-Area, Placer County, 2014-2015                     
Fiscal Year ....................................................................................................................................... 63 
Table 32:  Below Market Rate Rental Complexes, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area,                
2015 ................................................................................................................................................ 65 
Table 33:  Planned and Proposed Residential Development Projects, 2016 ............................ 67 
Table 34:  Planned and Proposed Commercial Development Projects with Workforce              
Housing Requirements, 2016 ........................................................................................................ 70 
Table 35:  Housing Sites Inventory Summary, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area, 2016 ........... 74 
Table 36:  Employer Survey Respondents by Workplace Geography .......................................... 99 
Table 37:  Employer Survey Respondents by Business Category .............................................. 100 
Table 38:  Unmet Workforce Housing Demand by Unit Size, Affordability Level, and                 
Worker Type, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area .......................................................................... 114 
Table 39:  Comparison of Case Study Research Subjects ......................................................... 116 
Table 40:  Community Characteristics, City of Aspen and Pitkin County, Colorado ................. 120 
Table 41:  Community Characteristics, Town of Jackson and Teton County, Wyoming ........... 128 
Table 42:  Community Characteristics, Town of Mammoth Lakes and Mono County,               
California ....................................................................................................................................... 134 
Table 43:  Community Characteristics, City of Park City and Summit County, Utah ................ 141 
   



 

  

Table of Figures 
 
Figure 1:  Truckee North Tahoe Study Area Definition Detail ........................................................ 3 
Figure 2:  Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and Comparison Counties Definition ....................... 4 
Figure 3:  Average Monthly Sewer Flow and Precipitation, 2014 .................................................. 8 
Figure 4:  Average Monthly Sewer Flow and Precipitation, Truckee and North Tahoe 
Communities, 2014 .......................................................................................................................... 9 
Figure 5:  Average Monthly Sewer Flow and Precipitation, Sierra Crest Communities,               
2014 ................................................................................................................................................ 10 
Figure 6:  Seasonal Changes in Total Employment, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area                        
and Comparison Counties, January 2014 to December 2014.................................................... 21 
Figure 7:  Seasonal Changes in Employment for Select Industries, Truckee North                         
Tahoe Study Area, January 2014 to December 2014 ................................................................. 22 
Figure 8:  Unemployment Rate Trends, Comparison Counties, 2000 to 2015 .......................... 23 
Figure 9:  Unemployment Rate, Select Communities, 2010 to 2015 ......................................... 24 
Figure 10:  Employee Survey Respondents by Age Category ....................................................... 92 
Figure 11:  Employee Survey Respondents by Occupation.......................................................... 93 
Figure 12:  Employee Survey Respondents by Type of Residence .............................................. 94 
Figure 13:  Spanish Language Employee Survey Respondents by Occupation.......................... 97 
Figure 14:  Spanish Language Employee Survey Respondents by Unit Type ............................. 97 
Figure 15:  Number of Businesses by Peak Employment Season .............................................. 99 
Figure 16:  Employer Survey Respondents by Labor Demand Growth Expectations ............... 101 
Figure 17:  Impact of Housing Availability on Worker Recruitment and Retention .................. 102 
Figure 18:  Employer Housing Assistance Provided ................................................................... 102 
Figure 19:  Impact of Housing Availability on Businesses.......................................................... 103 
Figure 20:  Significant Housing Issues by Level of Severity ....................................................... 104 
 



 

i  

FOREWORD 
Throughout the Regional Housing Study, we often encountered the sentiment that a study is 
just a study. 
 
Our community has seen studies come and go, using up public and philanthropic funds, 
engaging community members in a series of meetings, raising hopes and expectations, only to 
be told what we already know...that there is a need.  Once the obvious is stated and officially 
adopted, those studies are often doomed to “sit on a shelf,” collecting dust and never 
revisited. 
 
That is the tone and caution from our community that guided our approach to be realistic, 
inclusive, engaging and earnest.  What we encountered from that approach is a willingness for 
our community to “lean-in” and share.  Many of you shared publicly how housing impacts your 
business or your ability to fulfill your public duty.  Many of you shared personal stories of your 
struggles and the challenge of hanging onto your hopes and dreams of being a long-time 
resident, and the fear of being priced out of the housing market and the community. 
 
The stories themselves have been powerful, to truly understand the need from all angles 
across the community, but what has really captured our hearts and attention is the interest in 
meaningful solutions.  From business leaders and policy makers to long-term residents and 
second homeowners, we are in no short supply of ideas to drive solutions.  In addition, as we 
have been putting the finishing touches on the Study itself, many formal and informal 
conversations lead us to believe that we have yet to see the true momentum behind this work 
and that our community, and the powers that be, are each willing to do their part to drive 
solutions across this region to help and house the people of Tahoe. 
 
Stacy Caldwell, CEO, Tahoe Truckee Community Foundation 
Alison Schwedner, Director, Community Collaborative of Tahoe Truckee 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS 
The following are definitions for several terms that are used frequently throughout this report. 
 
Above Moderate-Income:  Households categorized as above moderate-income include those 
with annual incomes that are equal to greater than 120 percent of the area median income for 
the county in which the household resides, which is adjusted for household size. 
Affordable Housing:  Under federal statutes, housing is considered affordable when it requires 
the dedication of no more than 30 percent of gross household income.  Housing costs include 
rent or mortgage payments, utilities, taxes, insurance, homeowners’ association fees, and 
other related costs.  This housing may, or may not, be deed-restricted to ensure that rents or 
sales prices do not rise above the specified levels. 
 
Area Median Income:  The median household income for a given area represents the income 
threshold at which all households can be divided into two groups of equal size, half with 
incomes below the threshold and half with incomes above the threshold.  Note that median 
income estimates are often adjusted to account for household size, recognizing that larger 
households must make more in order to achieve a similar standard of living compared to 
smaller households.    
Below Market Rate Housing:  Refers to properties that are leased or sold at prices that are 
below the current market value.  Such units may, or may not, feature deed-restrictions that 
limit occupancy to income qualifying households (i.e., income-restricted). 
By-Right Development:  Refers to projects that are permitted under their current zoning and/or 
other development regulations and do not require any additional legislative or administrative 
action in order to proceed. 
Deed Restriction:  A requirement or covenant, recorded with the land and/or property, that 
binds current and future owners regarding the use of the property.  Examples of deed 
restriction include limiting occupancy or sale of the property to lower-income households or 
households that permanently live or work within the local community.     
Extremely Low-income: Households categorized as extremely low-income include those with 
annual incomes that are equal to 30 percent, or less, of the area median income for the 
county in which it is located which is adjusted for household size. 
Housing Cost Burden:  A household’s housing cost burden is defined as the percent of 
household income that is spent each month on housing related expenses.  For renters, this 
includes rent, plus utility costs.  For homeowners, this includes mortgage principal and interest 
payments, property taxes, and hazard insurance, but excludes utility costs.  An excessive 
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housing cost burden is defined to include housing costs that exceed 30 percent of a 
household’s monthly income.  An extreme housing cost burden is defined to include housing 
costs that exceed 50 percent of a household’s monthly income.  
HUD Adjusted Median Family Income:  Equal to the area median income (see above) for family 
households, excluding one-person households and multi-person households comprised of 
unrelated individuals.  This is based on the Census definition of a family, which includes a 
householder with one or more other persons living in the same household who are related to 
the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. 
Inclusionary Housing Program:  A local policy or ordinance that requires developers of 
residential real estate to set aside a portion of the developed units as below-market rate 
housing.  Developers can often meet inclusionary housing requirements through the 
production of below-market rate housing units on the same site as the remaining market rate 
units, or on a separate site.  Developers also often have the option of paying a monetary fee to 
an appropriate local government agency, in-lieu of developing the units themselves. 
In-Lieu Fee:  See Inclusionary Housing Program or Workforce Housing Program.  May also 
pertain to other development requirements. 
Income-Restricted Housing:  Refers to housing that is reserved for occupancy by households 
with incomes that fall within a specified range.  In order to qualify to lease or purchase an 
income-restricted housing unit, the prospective occupant must verify their income.  Income 
requirements are typically recorded and enforced through deed-restriction. 
J1 Visa Program:  The Exchange Visitor (J) non-immigrant visa category is for individuals 
approved to participate in work- and study-based exchange visitor programs by the U.S. 
Department of State.   An assortment of J1 programs enable foreign nationals to come to the 
U.S. to teach, conduct research, demonstrate special skills, or received job training.  This 
includes the Summer Work Travel Program, which provides temporary work and travel 
opportunities to college and university students enrolled full-time in post-secondary 
educational institutions located outside the U.S. and its territories. 
Low-Income: Households categorized as low-income include those with annual incomes that 
are equal to more than 50 percent, but not more than 80 percent, of the area median income 
for the county in which it is located, adjusted for household size. 
Moderate-Income: Households categorized as moderate-income include those with annual 
incomes that are equal to more than 80 percent, but not more than 120 percent, of the area 
median income for the county in which it is located, adjusted for household size. 
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Middle-Income:  Households categorized as middle-income typically include those with annual 
incomes that are equal to more than 120 percent, but not more than 150 percent, of the area 
median income for the county in which it is located, adjusted for household size.   
Very Low-income: Households categorized as very low-income include those with annual 
incomes that are equal to more than 30 percent, but not more than 50 percent, of the area 
median income for the county in which it is located, adjusted for household size. 
Workforce Housing: Workforce housing is targeted to be accessible to households that include 
members of the local workforce.  Workforce housing may or may not be rented or sold at below 
market rates.  Workforce housing may serve a range of household income levels; however, the 
income levels targeted for workforce housing are often limited to those who do not otherwise 
qualify for subsidized rental or for-sale housing, but who may still have difficulty affording 
market rate housing.   
Workforce Housing Program:  A policy or ordinance that requires new non-residential projects 
to mitigate the impact on workforce housing demand created by the businesses that would be 
housed in the development.  Developers can often meet workforce housing requirements 
through the production of housing units on the same site as the remaining development, or on 
a separate site.  Developers also often have the option of paying a monetary fee to an 
appropriate local government agency, in-lieu of developing the units themselves. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
As a widely recognized domestic and international tourism destination, the Truckee North 
Tahoe region faces a broad spectrum of complex housing issues.  As in many resort and 
visitor-oriented communities, large seasonal fluctuations in retail and service-oriented 
employment, as well as a visitor-oriented real estate market, create a disconnect between the 
needs of the regional labor force and the housing resources that are made available by the 
market.  Recognizing these issues, the Community Collaborative of Tahoe Truckee (CCTT), 
hosted a housing conversation, moving local leaders to fund and plan a regional housing 
needs study.  By Fall 2015, funding coalesced under the guidance of the Tahoe Truckee 
Community Foundation (TTCF), which acted as a neutral convener, assembling diverse regional 
partners and stakeholders to assess regional workforce housing needs and to evaluate a 
range of potential local and regional solutions.  Key funding partners for this study include 
Placer County, Nevada County, the Town of Truckee, and the Workforce Housing Association of 
Truckee-Tahoe.  Other key partners include the Family Resource Center of Truckee (FRCoT), 
the North Tahoe Family Resource Center (NTFRC), the Contractors Association of Truckee 
Tahoe, Truckee Tahoe Community Television, and Elevate Tahoe.  BAE Urban Economics, Inc. 
(BAE), a private consulting firm, was retained to conduct the assessment.  
 Study Area Definitions 
In order to collect pertinent demographic and economic data, this study defined two distinct 
study areas.  The first, known as the Truckee North Tahoe Study Area was defined based on 
2000 and 2010 Census Block Groups and includes the area extending from the Town of 
Truckee and to the north shore of Lake Tahoe.  This includes the communities of Kings Beach, 
Tahoe City, and Tahoma, as well as areas along Highways 267 and 89 South.  It also extends 
westward to include Donner Summit and Serene Lakes, including Sugar Bowl, Boreal, Soda 
Springs, and Royal Gorge.  To the east of the Town of Truckee, the region extends to the 
California-Nevada State line, including the communities of Hinton, Hirschdale, and Floriston.  
The second study area is referred to as the Comparison Counties and includes an area 
covering Placer County and Nevada County. 
 Outreach and Public Participation 
As part of this project, TTCF coordinated an extensive community outreach and public 
participation program, which included local employee and employer surveys and a series of 
five public forums (including informational presentations and community storytelling), as well 
as the formation of a Technical Advisory Group that provided ongoing input and direction for 
the study.  TTCF also organized and recruited participants for three focus group sessions that 
were then facilitated by BAE.  TTCF also coordinated with a variety of local and regional media 
outlets to disseminate information and build awareness around the issues and the study, as 
well as its objectives and process. 
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Summary of Key Findings 
Below is a brief summary of key findings that came out of regional workforce housing needs 
assessment.  For a more comprehensive analysis, and to view the data and methodologies 
underlying the analysis, please refer to the full report.   
 
Population and Household Characteristics 

 The permanent resident population in the Study Area contracted at a rate of 0.6 
percent per year between 2000 and 2010-2014, resulting in the loss of 2,200 
residents. 

 The permanent resident population in the Comparison Counties expanded at a rate of 
2.5 percent per year during the same period, resulting in the addition of nearly 
120,000 residents. 

 Most communities within the Study Area also experienced notable population losses, 
with the exception of the Town of Truckee and Sunnyside-Tahoe City, which added 
population. 

 Sewer flow data collected from the region’s Public Utility Districts (PUDs) indicate that 
peak seasonal visitation tends to occur during the months of July and August.   

o This runs counter to the seasonal fluctuations in employment, which indicate 
peak employment between December and March and July and August, with the 
summer peak achieving a lower employment total compared to the winter 
peak. 

o This is attributable to an influx of summertime visitors, recognizing that 
summertime visitor-serving industries may require less labor than winter-
oriented industries.   

o Communities located on, or adjacent to, the Sierra Crest experience higher 
winter season sewer flows, corresponding to significant wintertime visitation to 
the ski resorts, while communities located elsewhere in the Study Area, like 
Truckee and the North Shore, are more deeply impacted by summertime 
visitation. 

 Household characteristics have remained relatively stable within the Study Area since 
2000. 

o Households in the Study Area feature an average size of 2.5 persons and are 
predominantly families, with Truckee and Kingvale having above average 
proportions of family households. 

o Household sizes also range throughout the region from as few as 1.23 persons 
per household in Soda Springs to 2.91 persons per household in Kings Beach. 
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o While the majority of households own their homes, the proportion declined by 
3.5 percentage points since 2000. 

o Home ownership also varies throughout the region, with the highest 
homeownership rates in Sunnyside-Tahoe City, Carnelian Bay, and Dollar Point, 
and the lowest ownership rates in Soda Springs and Kings Beach. 

 Residents in the Truckee North Tahoe Study Area are generally younger than their 
counterparts living elsewhere in Placer and Nevada Counties, though the median age 
in both study areas was higher than the California median. 

 The median household income in the Study Area was lower, and grew more slowly, 
than in the Comparison Counties, indicating that the income gap is widening.   

o The two communities with the highest median income estimates include the 
Town of Truckee and Carnelian Bay, while the two communities with the lowest 
median income estimates include Soda Springs and Kings Beach 

 After adjusting for inflation, both study areas experienced a real decline in household 
purchasing power since 1999, an effect that was somewhat greater in the Study Area.   

o The data indicate that communities within the region have experienced 
differing degrees of income stagnation.   

 Lower-Income households (with incomes of 80 percent, or less, of the area median) 
account for around 36.6 percent of all households, while moderate-income 
households (with incomes of 80 to 120 percent of the area median) account for 
another 18.3 percent.   

o Renter households are significantly more likely to be lower-income. 
 If it maintains its current share of the broader bi-county population and household 

totals, the Study Area may be expected to gain approximately 5,500 new residents and 
2,720 new households between 2015 and 2030. 

Economic and Workforce Trends 
 The dominant employment sectors in the Study Area include Accommodation and Food 

Services; Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation; and Construction. 
 As a result of the significant concentration in visitor- serving sectors, the Health Care 

and Social Assistance and Public Administration sectors are notably underrepresented 
in the Study Area.   

 The Study Area experiences significant seasonal fluctuations in employment, with the 
peak employment season occurring during the winter months, from December through 
March, when the region’s nine major ski resorts are in full operation.   

o Employment contracts during the spring shoulder season in April and May.   
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o June represents the beginning of the summer tourist season, though the 
summer-time peak employment levels are typically somewhat less than the 
winter-time peak.  

o This seasonality is primarily driven by employment changes in the 
Accommodation and Food Service and Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 
sectors.  

 Unemployment in the Study Area is consistently below the statewide average, though it 
generally tracks with the broader regional and statewide trends. 

o The local unemployment rate varies throughout the Study Area, though most 
communities tracked fairly closely with the regionwide trend. 

o As of 2015, Kings Beach, Sunnyside-Tahoe City, and Truckee had the lowest 
annual average unemployment rates, while Dollar Point had the highest. 

 An above-average proportion of the local labor force is employed in often seasonal and 
lower wage service-oriented occupations, such as Food Preparation and Service-
Related Occupations, and Building Materials and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance 
Occupations. 

 An estimated 58.6 percent of Study Area workers commute in from outside the area, 
while 46.6 percent live in the Study Area, but commute out for work. 

 If it maintains its current share of the broader bi-county industry employment totals, 
the Study Area may be expected to gain approximately 4,000 new jobs between 2015 
and 2030. 

Housing Stock Characteristics 
 Single-family housing units predominantly comprise the housing stock in the Study 

Area, with below-average proportions of attached and multifamily units. 
o There are four communities with above-average proportions of multifamily 

units, including Dollar Point, Kings Beach, Soda Springs, and Tahoe Vista.   
o While the Town of Truckee had a below-average proportion of multifamily units, 

it has the largest number of multifamily units of any community in the region. 
 The Study Area contains approximately 17,100 housing units that are greater than 30 

years old, meaning that they may be in significant need of repair or replacement.   
o Areas with notable concentrations of older housing units, possibly in need of 

rehabilitation or replacement, include Kings Beach, Downtown Truckee, and 
areas near Donner Lake, among others. 

 The average residential vacancy rate in the Study Area was 64.5 percent between 
2010 and 2014, compared to 14.1 percent in the Comparison Counties. 
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o Nearly all of the individual communities located within the Truckee North 
Tahoe region experienced similarly high levels of residential vacancy. 

o Residential vacancy is being driven by large numbers of units held vacant for 
seasonal or occasional use. 

 Data on the number of housing units by size and tenure indicate that there is a 
mismatch between the housing stock, which is biased toward larger units, and 
household characteristics, where nearly two-thirds of all households contain only one 
or two people. 

 Households in the Study Area are more likely to live in overcrowded conditions, 
compared to households in the Comparison Counties.   

 Among all households in the Study Area, 49.1 percent pay greater than 30 percent of 
their income to housing costs, while 26.1 percent pay greater than 50 percent. 

o Lower-income households and renter households are the most likely to 
overpay for housing, compared to higher-income households and owner 
households.   

Housing Market Conditions 
 The median sale price for single-family homes sold in the Study Area during the six-

month period ending in November 2015 was $538,000. 
o The communities with the highest median single-family sales prices include 

Olympic Valley, Martis Valley, Homewood, Tahoe City, Alpine Meadows, and 
Carnelian Bay, with the lowest median sales prices in Tahoma, Truckee, and 
Kings Beach. 

 The median sale price for condominium units was lower, at $330,000. 
o The communities with the highest median condominium sales prices include 

Alpine Meadows, Homewood, Olympic Valley, and Norden, with the lowest 
median sales prices in Carnelian Bay, Truckee, Tahoe Vista, and Kings Beach. 

 The maximum for-sale home price that could be considered affordable to a three-
person, lower-income household is equal to less than $210,000, with the price 
affordable to a four-person lower-income household equal to less than $235,000 

 Multifamily rental rates in the Study area, as of fall 2015, range from $950 to $1,200 
per month for a studio unit, to $1,500 to $1,550 for a four-bedroom unit. 

 Long-term private home rental rates range from $750 to $1,000 for a studio unit to 
$1,725 to $3,000 for a four-bedroom unit. 

 The maximum monthly rental rate that could be considered affordable for a lower-
income household ranges from $1,000 for a studio unit to $1,512 for a four-bedroom 
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unit, with rates that would be affordable to extremely low- and very low-income 
households ranging from $334 to $600 for a studio unit to $475 to $895 for a four-
bedroom unit, depending on household size. 

 Investor decisions regarding whether to lease privately owned housing units on a short-
term (i.e., nightly vacation rental) versus long-term basis (i.e., monthly, seasonal, or 
year-round lease), depend primarily on how often the property owners wish to use the 
properties themselves. 

o Property owners choose to lease their properties in order to offset the carrying 
costs of owning a second home.   

o Short-term rentals allow for frequent use of the property by the owner, but 
require more ongoing management and attention.   

o Long-term rentals require less ongoing attention by the property owner, but 
preclude the use of the property by the owner. 

o In order for short-term rentals to generate greater revenue than long-term 
rentals, recognizing seasonality of demand, they must be managed actively 
and aggressively. 

 According to Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) filings, the majority of the region’s short-
term rental properties are concentrated on the west shore of Lake Tahoe, with other 
notable concentrations surrounding Northstar and Squaw Valley. 

 There are 474 below-market rate housing units in the Study Area, with all of the 
complexes, except for Kings Beach Housing Now, located in the greater Truckee area. 

o All of the subsidized affordable rental complexes contacted for this research 
identified strong demand for subsidized units in the Truckee North Tahoe 
region.   

o The seven surveyed complexes all reported zero vacancies and waiting times 
ranging from six months to two years. 

o Demand is reportedly coming from area employees, many of whom are 
seasonal workers or are employed year-round in the accommodations and food 
service industry at casinos and hotels, or in construction and maintenance 
occupations.   

o Property managers indicated that market demand for affordable units is 
deepest for one- and two-bedroom units.   

 There are 10 residential projects currently proposed or under development in the 
region that could add upwards of 520 new housing units. 
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o This could include seven projects in Truckee, totaling up to 396 units, and 
three projects in Alpine Meadows and Olympic Valley, totaling up to 128 units. 

 There are two projects (not including the Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan and 
the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan) currently proposed for development that 
would be subject to applicable workforce housing mitigation requirements.  These 
include the Tahoe City Lodge and the Tahoe Expedition Academy.   

 In addition to the proposed development projects already mentioned, there are a 
number of master plans, specific plans, and area plans in place, or under review, 
which could significantly impact the delivery of residential units within the region, 
though most are subject to at least some degree of public controversy and/or 
opposition. 

o The Truckee Springs Master Plan includes a 26.2-acre site located at the west 
end of Truckee’s South River Street.  Development on the site would likely 
include four parcels designated for single-family residential development, 
which would most likely yield 40 single-family units, but could also yield up to 
80 multifamily units, or a 120 room hotel at the western edge of the site.  
Development would be subject to inclusionary and/or workforce housing 
mitigation requirements. 

o The Joerger Ranch Specific Plan (PC-3) received approval from the Town of 
Truckee in January 2015.  Located on 67 acres, development would include 
commercial, office, and industrial uses, with approximately four acres set aside 
for higher density multifamily workforce housing, with a total yield of 72 to 80 
units.  Development would be subject to inclusionary and/or workforce housing 
mitigation requirements. 

o The proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan, as of this writing, envisions 
the addition of more than 200,000 square feet of commercial space and 850 
residential units on a 94-acre project site.  Nearly all of the proposed housing 
would be used for tourist accommodations.  Development under the Specific 
Plan is anticipated to generate approximately 574 new full-time jobs at final 
build-out.  Development would be subject to workforce housing mitigation 
requirements.  The proposed zoning on the Squaw Valley East Parcel would be 
sufficient to accommodate residential facilities for up to 300 people.  
Assuming that the site is reserved for workforce housing, this would be 
sufficient to meet the project’s statutory workforce housing obligations. 

o The Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan provides for the transfer of 
development rights associated with 760 residential units and 6.6 acres of 
commercial land designations from the Martis Valley East Parcel to the Martis 
Valley West Parcel.  The development rights associated with the remaining 600 
residential units on the East Parcel will be permanently retired.  Therefore, the 
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maximum development potential would be reduced from 1,360 units to 760 
units.  The probable residential unit mix would include 375 single-family lots, 
265 townhomes or multiplex units, and 120 cabins.  Inclusionary and 
workforce housing requirements would likely be satisfied through the payment 
of in-lieu fees totaling approximately $2.0 million. 

o The Soda Springs Area Plan is focused on providing opportunities for 
commercial and recreation-oriented development adjacent to Interstate 80, 
and would increase the allowable residential density in commercial zones from 
four units per acre to six units per acre and would allow duplex units in the 
Multi-Family Medium Density (R3) zone on parcels of less than one-half acre in 
size. 

 A housing sites inventory compiled based on information contained in the Housing 
Elements of each jurisdiction, and updated with the assistance of Town and County 
staff, identified a total of 170 housing opportunity sites located within the Study Area. 

o 119 sites are in lower density zoning districts, with allowable densities of 
between zero and five dwelling units per acre, which could yield up to 2,015 
units. 

o Only nine sites are in medium density districts, with allowable densities 
between six and ten dwelling units per acre, which could yield up to 1,594 
units. 

o 42 sites are in high density zoning districts, with allowable densities in excess 
of 10 dwelling units per acre, which could yield up to 3,788 units. 

o Based on this inventory, the region has a remaining capacity of at least 7,397 
housing units, which may be augmented through approval of future zoning 
changes. 

Local Housing Programs and Policies 
 Housing policy within each jurisdiction is governed by the Housing Element of each 

respective General Plan, which the jurisdictions are required to update periodically. 
o Each jurisdiction is required to accommodate its “fair share” of the regional 

housing need and to take actions, as necessary, to ensure the availability of 
sites with capacities sufficient to accommodate that need, at densities that 
promote certain levels of affordability.  Jurisdictions are also required to 
include provisions promoting the development of a diversity of housing types.   

 While the policies and programs in place within each jurisdiction vary considerably, 
some key policies and programs in common use throughout the region include, but are 
not limited to: 
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o Allowing second dwelling units, manufactured and mobile units, and attached 
housing types as permitted uses in zoning districts that permit single-family 
units. 

o Leveraging government owned property and working with other jurisdictions to 
land bank parcels for future development of affordable and workforce housing. 

o Requiring that a portion of the land in a Community Plan or Specific Plan be set 
aside for development of affordable housing.   

o Requiring new commercial development to mitigate for the potential impacts 
on employee housing demand. 

o Providing density bonuses and other concessions to encourage construction of 
multifamily and single-family units for very low- and low-income households. 

o Allowing fee waivers and the relaxation of certain development standards as 
incentives for the development below market rate housing. 

o Permit processing priority or streamlining for projects that include affordable 
housing. 

o Developing, and offering free of charge, prototype plans for second units to 
bring down permit costs. 

o Educating the public on the myths and realities of multifamily housing, 
affordable housing, and supportive housing, to improve community support. 

 Other policies and programs in less common use, which may be of interest, include: 
o Pursuing the use of all available resources for the rehabilitation and 

conservation of the existing housing stock. 
o Annually evaluating the inventory of available sites and to ensure the 

availability of sites at appropriate densities. 
o Establishing minimum residential density standards. 
o Implementing inclusionary housing policies that require all new development 

projects to include affordable housing units or to pay an in-lieu fee.   
o Encouraging alternative housing types such as co-housing and micro-housing 

to meet the diverse housing needs of all segments of the community. 
o Requiring replacement of any affordable units lost through conversion of a 

mobile home park to non-affordable housing or another use. 
o Working with special districts to inventory lands that could be leveraged to 

support workforce and affordable housing development. 
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 Each jurisdiction provides a unique array of direct housing assistance, which varies 
primarily based on the availability of financial resources.   

o Nevada County offers five different housing programs, including down payment 
assistance, rehabilitation loans, weatherization grants, and tenant-based 
rental assistance.   

o Placer County offers five different housing programs, including a housing trust 
fund, three different homebuyer assistance programs, and a housing 
rehabilitation loan program.  The County also enforces an employee housing 
mitigation policy.   

o The Town of Truckee offers three different housing programs, including two 
first-time homebuyer assistance programs, in addition to participation in the 
Martis Fund Homebuyer Assistance Program.  The Town also has both 
inclusionary and workforce housing ordinances.   

o Staff with each jurisdiction indicated, fairly consistently, that the primary 
challenges to implementation of the Housing Element policies and programs 
include sales price and income limitations of grant funds, a lack of dedicated 
funding committed, and an overarching shortage of housing that is available 
for full time occupancy, especially at lower price points, as well as the high cost 
of administering such programs. 

 The transfer of development rights program administered by the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA) also contributes significantly to the cost of housing 
development within the basin, which generally functions as an incentive for 
development of higher value luxury units. 

o Development requires the acquisition of development rights, coverage, and 
residential development allocations, often at considerable cost. 

o The 2012 Regional Plan provides policies encouraging affordable housing 
development in the basin.  These include the provision of modest incentives 
and the promotion of such housing in proximity to employment centers. 

 There are more than 15 special districts located within the Truckee North Tahoe 
region.  These agencies may possess lands and other resources that could be 
leveraged to promote workforce housing development. 

o Research also indicates that some of the fees levied by special districts, such 
as utility connection fees, among others, are charged on a flat rate basis, 
which can act to discourage the development of smaller, more efficient units. 
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Employee and Employer Survey Results 
 As part of this research, BAE administered two surveys between January and April of 

2016, to ascertain the characteristics and needs of workforce households, and to 
identify how businesses are impacted by, and responding to, current conditions in the 
housing market.   

 A total of 1,627 unique individuals responded to the employee survey, including 134 
surveys that were completed in Spanish.  The business survey received 353 unique 
responses. 

 The employee survey covered a variety of topics related to the respondents’ personal 
and household characteristics, including age profile, household composition, residence 
and work locations, income and employment characteristics, and stated housing 
preferences and needs.    

o The majority of respondents were aged between 24 and 40 years, with the 
most frequently cited age bracket being the 31-40 age group.   

o Employee households are fairly evenly split between married and non-married 
households. 

o Around 50 percent of survey respondents live in, or near, Truckee.  Other 
notable residence locations include Tahoe City (11 percent) and Kings Beach 
(11 percent).   

o Conversely, 48 percent of survey respondents work in Truckee, with 18 percent 
working in Tahoe City and 16.5 percent working in Olympic Valley.   

o Survey respondents employed in professional and business management 
occupations account for 47.3 percent of the respondent pool, with 22.8 
percent working in retail and other service industries, 9.7 percent working as 
tradespeople, and 20.2 percent working in other, less clearly defined 
occupational categories. 

o Approximately 65 percent of all employee survey respondents indicated that 
they hold more than one job.  This proportion is much higher among workers 
who live within the region and lower among workers who reside outside the 
Truckee North Tahoe area. 

o Employee survey respondents are much more likely to rent their 
accommodations, compared to the average Study Area resident. 

o Employee survey respondents are less likely to occupy single-family units, and 
more likely to live in condominium, mobile home, and duplex type units, as well 
as dormitories, RVs, and non-traditional housing units, including in some 
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cases, spaces that were not originally intended for occupancy (such as 
garages, cars, and tents). 

o Survey respondents reported a significant prevalence of overcrowding. 
 Of those who reported overcrowded conditions, half reported 

accommodating three people per bedroom, while the remaining 
responses reported between four and nine people per bedroom.  

 Over half of the reported overcrowded studio and one-bedroom units 
are located in Kings Beach, while the remaining are located in Truckee.  

 Over half of these units are apartments, while 15 percent are single-
family homes and eight percent are mobile homes. 

o The median rental rate was $1,350 per month, which is consistent with the 
reported asking rents for one- and two-bedroom apartment and single-family 
rentals.   

o The median mortgage payment was $1,845. This corresponds to an affordable 
sales price of $279,960, which is considerably lower than the current median 
sales price. 

o Approximately 77 percent of the employee survey respondents that live within 
the Study Area pay greater than 30 percent of their income for housing, while 
32 percent pay greater than 50 percent of their income for housing.   

o Roughly half of the employees surveyed as part of this research indicated that 
they were satisfied with their current housing situation. 

 37 percent indicated that they were “somewhat satisfied” and 16 
percent indicated that they were “unsatisfied”.   

o The most frequently cited reasons for being less than satisfied include: 
 The need for housing that is more affordable; 
 A desire for a home that is in better condition or which has features 

that better suit their needs:  
 The desire to purchase a home (for those who are currently renting); 

and  
 The desire to secure a unit that is larger and better suited to the needs 

of their family/household.   
o The primary challenges to securing housing in the Study Area include: 

 Lack of affordability (both rental and for-sale); 
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 Inability to afford the security deposit; 
 Inability to find year-round housing; 
 Difficulty finding housing for people with pets; 
 Challenges finding roommates; 
 Poor quality/poorly maintained housing; 
 Lack of sufficient down payment; and 
 An inability to find a suitable home 

o Persons who completed the survey in Spanish tend to be somewhat older, 
lower-income, and predominantly work in service-related occupations. 

 Most Spanish speaking respondents live in multifamily apartments, 
with a minority living in mobile homes and single-family residences.  

 These respondents were much more likely to live in overcrowded 
conditions, compared to all employee survey respondents and were 
much more likely to be only “somewhat satisfied” or “unsatisfied” with 
their housing situation. 

 Spanish speaking respondents were somewhat less concerned with 
buying a home, and more concerned with affordability and finding a 
home that is larger and/or in better condition that fits the needs of the 
immediate family. 

 The employer survey was designed to better understand the impact on businesses and 
to identify what businesses are doing to support their employees.  It covered a variety 
of topics, including the seasonal employment trends, anticipated labor demand 
growth, the impact of housing availability on recruitment and retention, and employer 
provided housing assistance.   

o Employer survey respondents identified two peak employment seasons, with 
the winter season spanning the period from December through March, while 
the peak summer employment season spans July and August. 

o Survey respondents are fairly optimistic regarding their future economic 
prospects, with the majority anticipating that their workforce needs will grow in 
the next five years.   

o All businesses reported the majority of their employees are year-round 
residents, and that college age workers, semi-retired persons, and workers 
from outside the United States (J-1 visa holders) comprise the remainder. 
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o 82 percent of respondents reported that the availability of suitable housing for 
workers impacts recruitment and retention, with approximately 48 percent 
reporting that housing availability impacts their business “significantly.” 

 This sentiment was consistent among every industry sector, regardless 
of whether or not their clientele are predominately residents or visitors. 

o Very few businesses reported providing any type of housing assistance to their 
employees, though some report offering wages that are higher than what they 
might otherwise offer, recognizing the high cost of housing.  

o The majority of all businesses who responded said the availability of suitable 
housing for workers in the Tahoe/Truckee area negatively impacts the success 
of their business.   

o Almost all businesses responded that lack of affordable housing, lack of rental 
housing, insufficient availability of housing (both ownership and rental), and 
shortage of housing for year-round residents are the issues most severely 
impacting the adequacy of housing for workers in the Truckee North Tahoe 
area. 

Workforce Housing Demand Estimates 
 Though the workforce housing demand estimates presented as part of the regional 

workforce housing needs assessment were derived based on the best information 
currently available, they represent only a reasonable estimation of the existing unmet 
housing demand within the region and should be interpreted with caution.   

 The estimates reflect demand from existing resident, non-resident (in-commuter), and 
seasonal worker households and, as such, illustrate the mismatch between the 
available housing stock and the types of housing that may best suit the needs of the 
workforce. 

 The estimates should not be interpreted strictly as the number of new units to be built, 
but as the number of units that need to be “made available” to meet the needs of the 
workforce. 

 The unmet demand may be addressed not only through new development, but also 
through programs aimed at residential rehabilitation, as well as programs targeted 
towards improving affordability and availability within the existing rental and for-sale 
housing stock. 

 Table ES-1 reports the total unmet housing demand originating from existing resident, 
non-resident, and seasonal workers.  Based on community preferences, programs may 
be targeted towards one, or all of these groups.  
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Table ES-1:  Unmet Demand by Workforce Household Type and Income Category 

 
Workforce Housing Case Studies 

 BAE worked with the TAG to identify a list of ten communities located throughout North 
America, which have implemented workforce housing programs of various types, or 
which have utilized certain regulatory or financial instruments which are of interest. 

 BAE then performed limited research in order to narrow the list down to four 
communities, which were targeted for in-depth research, including Aspen and Pitkin 
County, Colorado; Jackson and Teton County, Wyoming; Mammoth Lakes, California; 
and Park City, Utah. 

 The results of both the preliminary and in-depth the case study research helped to 
inform the policy and program options presented in this report, although the options 
were not limited to those identified in these case studies.   

Summary of Policy and Program Options 
The final section of the report presents a range of workforce housing policy and program 
options, which are outlined below, for consideration by regional stakeholders.  The options are 
by no means all-inclusive or exhaustive, recognizing that stakeholders may identify additional 
options that better suit local needs and preferences.  The options can also be considered as a 
menu of items, which can be implemented in varying combinations and sequences.  Each of 
the options has a certain level of stand-alone utility, though greater effectiveness and results 
will likely be achieved if multiple options are layered, or packaged, together.  A comprehensive 
approach will be necessary to effectively address the complex problem of regional workforce 
housing availability and affordability.  The following outline of policy and program options 
should not be construed as an endorsement by the TAG, the TTCF, CCTT, or any other 
participating agency.  Rather, the community will need to engage in an additional dialogue, as 

Workforce Household Type
Household Income Category

Year-Round 
Resident  (a)

Seasonal 
Resident (a) Non-Resident (b)

Total, All 
Households

Extremely Low  Income (≤ 30% of AMI) 379 274 258 911
Very Low  Income (> 30% ≤ 50% of AMI) 440 269 986 1,695
Low  Income (> 50% ≤ 80% of AMI) 884 291 1,373 2,548
Moderate (> 80% ≤ 120% of AMI) 1,001 168 1,330 2,499
Above Moderate (>120% AMI) 1,396 194 2,917 4,507
Total, All Income Categories 4,100 1,196 6,864 12,160
Notes:
(a)  Unmet resident w orkforce housing demand estimates are based on gross demand for year-round resident and seasonal resident 
w orkforce housing reported in Appendix K, multiplied by the proportion of households w ithin each income category that experienced one of
the four HUD defined housing problems betw een 2008 and 2012, as reported in the HUD Comprehensive Housing Af fordability Strategy
(CHAS) dataset.
(b)  Unmet non-resident w orkforce housing demand estimates are based on gross demand for housing by in-commuters w ho indicated 
that they w ould relocate into the Study Area if  af fordable and adequate housing options w ere made available, reported in Appendix K. 
Sources: Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey, Public Use Microdata Sample, 2016; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, 2016; U.S. Census Bureau, Nonemployer Statistics, 2016; California Department of Housing 
and Community Development, Income Limits, 2016; Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2008-2012 Comprehensive Housing
Affordability Strategy, 2016; BAE, 2016.
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necessary, to build consensus regarding appropriate solutions.  The program options are 
organized under the following three categories: 
 

 Policy Options (including Housing Product Types) 
 Organizational Options 
 Funding Options 

 
Within each of these categories, one “Cornerstone” option is identified.  These are actions that 
are likely to have major impacts, but may also require significant commitments of resources 
for implementation.  Additional “Supporting” options are also identified for each Cornerstone 
option.  Some of these activities may be more modest in their potential impact, but can help to 
better ensure the success of Cornerstone actions and/or help create more modest short- or 
medium-term benefits before Cornerstone actions can be fully implemented.  Please refer to 
the Regional Workforce Housing Policy and Program Options chapter in the main body of the 
report for more detailed descriptions of the policy and program options and the rationale for 
each. 
 
Policy Options, Including Housing Product Types 
Cornerstone Action 1:  Regional Workforce Housing Action Plan 
This action calls for the development of a Regional Workforce Housing Action Plan (RWHAP), 
after consideration of the options outlined in this report that identifies priority actions and 
projects to be undertaken within the region to expand, diversify, and increase affordability of 
the regional housing supply, and outlines quantified objectives for workforce housing supply 
expansion, a schedule, and roles and responsibilities of stakeholders.  The plan should identify 
the organizational approach to regional coordination, a policy agenda, and funding sources, as 
well as other topics as determined appropriate. 
Supporting Actions 
1.a) Housing Production Targets – to measure progress towards defined housing production 
goals. 
1.b) Housing Mitigation Regulations and Requirements - to help achieve the goals for 
production of workforce housing targeted to various income levels including mitigation 
requirements for new residential development and mitigation requirements for new 
commercial developments.  
1.c) Housing Development Standards - to provide regulatory guidance for development of new 
housing that reinforces goals of the RWHAP, including a diversity of housing choices 
1.d) Incentives – to encourage property owners and developers to construct and manage 
housing in a manner that helps achieve regional housing goals 
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1.e) Resident and Employee-Based Housing Assistance Programs – to assist workforce 
households to better afford suitable housing from within the existing housing stock, so that 
housing programs are not entirely dependent upon new construction 
1.f) Voluntary Resident/Employee Deed Restriction and Unit Banking Programs – to 
encourage conservation of the existing housing stock for year-round resident use, and to 
encourage existing housing that is used for seasonal use or vacation rentals to be made 
available for occupancy by year-round residents 
1.g) Affordable and Workforce Housing Enforcement – to ensure consistent compliance with 
established policies and rules regarding affordable and workforce housing 
1.h) Housing Rehabilitation and Preservation – to help maintain the existing supply of housing 
that is accessible to the workforce 
 
Organizational Options 
Cornerstone Action 2:  Establish a Regional Housing “Entity” 
Regional stakeholders should establish an “Entity” that would take the lead on 
implementation of the Regional Workforce Housing Action Plan.  Preliminarily, BAE suggests 
that regional stakeholders consider formation of a Truckee North Tahoe Regional Housing 
Council, which would be governed by a volunteer Board that includes representation from the 
different regional stakeholders.  
Supporting Actions 
2.a) Obtain financial commitments to support Regional Housing Council – to provide stable, 
ongoing funding to support the Truckee North Tahoe Regional Housing Council’s ongoing work 
2.b) Obtain commitments for in-kind support – to leverage the resources of existing resources 
of agencies, organizations, and businesses that already serve the Truckee North Tahoe region 
2.c) Identify entity to act as a fiscal agent – to ensure accountability for use of funds 
2.d) Advocacy and education – to continue to build community support for housing solutions in 
general, and also to build support for specific RWHAP initiatives, such as establishing new 
funding mechanisms 
 
  



 

xxv  

Capital Funding Strategy Options 
Cornerstone Action 3:  Public Land Utilization 
Land owned by public agencies within the region is a significant asset that could be leveraged 
to assist in workforce housing production.  Further, utilization of public lands would not be 
subject to the uncertainty of other capital funding strategies that would require voter 
approvals, for example.   
 
Supporting Actions 
3.a) Pursue Regional Workforce Housing Funding Mechanisms – to augment the use of public 
land for workforce housing development and provide local funds that can be used to leverage 
other state and federal housing funds  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

1  

INTRODUCTION 
As a widely recognized domestic and international tourism destination, the Truckee North 
Tahoe region faces a broad spectrum of complex issues.  As in many resort and visitor-oriented 
communities, large seasonal fluctuations in retail and service oriented employment, as well as 
a visitor oriented real estate market, create a disconnect between the needs of the regional 
labor force and the housing resources that are made available by the market.  Recognizing 
these issues, the Community Collaborative of Tahoe Truckee (CCTT), a program of the Tahoe-
Truckee Community Foundation (TTCF), hosted a housing conversation, moving local leaders 
to fund and plan a regional housing needs study.  By Fall 2015, funding coalesced under the 
guidance of the TTCF. The TTCF acted as a neutral convener, assembling a diverse assortment 
of regional partners and stakeholders to assess regional workforce housing needs and to 
evaluate a range of potential local and regional solutions.  TTCF worked through the CCTT, to 
facilitate meetings, engage partners and advise on outreach, contracting with CCTT’s 
Coordinator, Sara Schrichte, to act as Project Manager.  Key funding partners for this study 
include Placer County, Nevada County, the Town of Truckee, and the Workforce Housing 
Association of Truckee-Tahoe.  Other key partners include the Family Resource Center of 
Truckee (FRCoT), the North Tahoe Family Resource Center (NTFRC), the Contractors 
Association of Truckee Tahoe, Truckee Tahoe Community Television, and Elevate Tahoe, 
among others.  BAE Urban Economics (BAE), a private consulting firm, was retained to conduct 
the assessment of regional workforce housing needs, document existing conditions in the 
regional housing market, review solutions being pursued in other peer communities, and to 
work with community members to develop a menu of possible program and policy options. 
 Report Organization 
The following report is organized into 10 sections.  In addition to providing a brief contextual 
statement, this introduction also discusses the geographic definitions used for the purposes of 
this study.  The second section summarizes existing demographic and economic trends within 
the Truckee North Tahoe region, including population and household characteristics, economic 
and workforce trends, and the available regional growth projections.  The third and fourth 
sections review information regarding existing conditions in the regional housing market, 
including housing stock characteristics and pricing trends in both the rental and for-sale 
markets, as well as the existing pipeline of planned and proposed residential projects.  The 
fifth section reviews the existing housing programs and policies that are in place within the 
Town of Truckee, Placer County, and Nevada County, as well as those put in place by the 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) within the Lake Tahoe Basin.  The sixth section 
summarizes the results of the local employee and employer surveys, while the seventh section 
provides an overview of the outreach and public participation process undertaken by BAE, the 
CCTT, and the TTCF, in coordination with key partners.  The eight section reviews the 
methodology used to derive estimates of workforce housing demand within the Truckee North 
Tahoe region, as well as the estimates and their implications.  The ninth section reviews the 



 

2  

results of case study research regarding workforce housing programs and funding 
mechanisms being implemented in other peer communities.  The report concludes with a 
discussion of potential program and policy options.   Study Area Definition 
For the purposes of this research, the Truckee North Tahoe region is defined to include the 
Town of Truckee, and surrounding areas.  The region includes much of eastern Placer County, 
from the Town boundary to North Lake Tahoe.  This includes the communities of Kings Beach, 
Tahoe City, and Tahoma, as well as areas along Highways 267 and 89 South.  It also extends 
westward to include Donner Summit and Serene Lakes, including Sugar Bowl, Boreal, Soda 
Springs, and Royal Gorge.  To the east of the Town of Truckee, the region extends to the 
California-Nevada State line, including the communities of Hinton, Hirschdale, and Floriston.   
 
For the purposes of collecting pertinent demographic and economic data, BAE utilized 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to identify the pre-defined Census-based geographic 
units that correspond as closely as possible to the Truckee North Tahoe Region, as described 
above.  The Truckee North Tahoe Study Area (Study Area) is subsequently defined using both 
2000 and 2010 Census Block Group definitions.  Using 2000 definitions, the Study Area is 
composed of 44 separate Block Groups covering a total land area of 844 square miles.  Using 
2010 definitions, the Study Area is composed of 37 separate Block Groups covering 686 
square miles.  While these two definitions do not represent an exact match, they are 
sufficiently similar to warrant comparison.  While much of this analysis excludes the portion of 
Nevada County located to the north and west of the Town of Truckee and Donner Summit, the 
availability of Census-based demographic statistics (using both 2000 and 2010 Census Block 
Group definitions) necessitated that the Study Area also include a large portion of eastern 
Nevada County, extending from the California-Nevada state line to the communities of 
Washington and Graniteville.  While the inclusion of this area results in a slight overestimation 
of the resident population within the region, it likely does not overly skew the demographic 
statistics.   
 
In addition to collecting data for the Study Area, as described above and illustrated in Figure 1 
and Figure 2 below, BAE also collected data for the Town of Truckee and for 10 Census 
Designated Places (CDPs) located within the Study Area.  Note that the Census Bureau added 
new CDPs between the 2000 and 2010 Decennial Censuses, and changed the geographic 
definitions of others.  Therefore, the place-level data provided in this report should be 
interpreted with caution.  BAE also collected data for a secondary comparison geography that 
includes all of Placer and Nevada Counties, combined.  This aggregate comparison geography 
is referred to in this study as the Comparison Counties.  For additional detail regarding the 
study areas used for this research, please refer to Appendix A.   
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Figure 1:  Truckee North Tahoe Study Area Definition Detail 
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Figure 2:  Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and Comparison Counties Definition 
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC TRENDS 
The following section discusses the recent and reasonably foreseeable future demographic 
and economic trends within the greater Truckee North Tahoe region.  The primary data sources 
used for this analysis include Census 2000 and the 2010-2014 American Community Survey 
(ACS) 5-Year Estimates.  Additional data sources include the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD), the California Employment Development Department (EDD), the U.S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), and the Center for Economic Studies (a division of the U.S. 
Census Bureau), among others.  The intent of this analysis is to document the unique 
characteristics associated with residents, households, and workers within the region, including 
household composition, type and size; income distribution; resident industry and occupational 
profile; unemployment trends; and commute patterns; among other pertinent statistics.    
 Population and Household Characteristics 
 
Population Trends 
According to the data presented in Table 1, the population residing within the Truckee North 
Tahoe Study Area declined steadily since the year 2000.  According to the Census Bureau, the 
Study Area contained 32,450 permanent residents as of the year 2000.1  The most recent 
ACS estimates show that the Study Area averaged 30,251 residents between the 2010 and 
2014.  This indicates a decrease of approximately 2,200 residents, or roughly -0.6 percent per 
year.  Conversely, the Comparison Counties experienced comparatively robust population 
growth during the same time period.  The data indicate that the resident population expanded 
by nearly 120,000, or roughly 2.5 percent per year, reaching an average resident population of 
around 460,125 between 2010 and 2014.  Additional data for the individual CDPs within the 
Study Area indicate that only the Town of Truckee and the Sunnyside-Tahoe City CDP 
experienced measurable population growth between 2000 and 2010-2014.  Data for the 
Carnelian Bay, Dollar Point, Kings Beach, Tahoe Vista, and Tahoma CDPs indicate population 
losses equal to between -1.5 and -3.5 percent per year.  However, the Floriston, Kingvale, and 
Soda Springs CDPs were not identified in the 2000 Census, therefore no long-term trends can 
be identified for those communities.   
  

                                                      
 
1 To determine place of residence, the Census Bureau applies the concept of “usual residence” which is defined as the place where a person lives and sleeps most of the time.  This may differ from a person’s legal residence or voting residence.  Therefore, persons living in the region seasonally, who do not have another permanent place of residence, are typically counted as part of the resident population.  However, those who possess an alternative place of “usual residence” are counted as residents of that place.  For example, a household with a “usual residence” in the San Francisco Bay Area that owns a second home in the Truckee-North Tahoe region, would not typically be counted as Tahoe residents, while a seasonal employee with no other permanent address would be. 
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Table 1:  Population and Household Trends, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and 
Comparison Counties, 2000 and 2010-2014 

  
Seasonal Fluctuations in the Resident Population 
In order to better understand the impact of seasonal fluctuations in the resident population 
within the Truckee North Tahoe region, BAE collected sewer flow data for the eight Public Utility 
Districts (PUDs), plus the Tahoe Truckee Sanitary Agency (TTSA), located within the Study Area.  
While the original intent of this analysis was to update estimates of Study Area population and 
households using utility user account information available from local utility districts, PUD staff 
consistently indicated that most property owners maintain full utility service (i.e., active 
accounts) regardless of occupancy status.  As a result, this analysis focuses on sewer flow 
data, which PUD staff indicated is the best dataset for evaluating residential occupancy status.  
However, due to technical complications associated with calculating residential flow rates and 
the rate of water inflow and infiltration (I&I),2 the sewer flow data cannot always be used to 
estimate resident population and households.  The data may, however, be used as a relative 
indicator of occupancy, reflecting seasonal fluctuations in resident population.  Note that the 
data should be interpreted with caution, understanding that there may be a delay between 
rainfall and snowfall events and the timing and extent of I&I. 
 

                                                      
 
2 Residential flow rates are traditionally based on a “gallons per person per day” rate, which can vary based on family size, socio-economic status, water supply, unit type, location, and the method of wastewater disposal. 

Truckee North Tahoe Study Area (a) Comparison Counties (b)
Average Average

2000 2010-2014 Annual Change 2000 2010-2014 Annual Change
Total Population 32,450 30,251 -0.6% 340,432 460,124 2.5%
Households 12,624 11,802 -0.6% 130,276 174,949 2.5%
Average Household Size 2.55 2.55 2.58 2.60
Household Type
Families 61.9% 61.8% 71.9% 68.9%
Non-Families 38.1% 38.2% 28.1% 31.1%
Household Tenure
Ow ner 67.5% 64.0% 73.9% 71.0%
Renter 32.5% 36.0% 26.1% 29.0%
Notes: 
(a)  The Truckee North Tahoe Study Area is defined based on 2000 and 2010 Census Block Groups, to approximate the area
encompassed w ithin the desired study area.  For a complete listing of the included Census Block Groups, please refer to
Appendix A.
(b)  The Comparison Counties include both Placer County and Nevada County in California.
Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, Summary File 1, 2015; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community
Survey, 2015; BAE, 2015.
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Figure 3 illustrates the average monthly sewer flow for all eight PUDs located in the Study 
Area,3  as well as precipitation data published by the National Centers for Environmental 
Information (NCEI) for climate monitoring stations located within each PUD.4  The figure 
reports data for 2014, which is the most recent year for which BAE was able to obtain a 
complete set of sewer flow data for all eight PUDs.  The data show the lowest monthly average 
sewer flows in October and November, at 91.6 million gallons and 87.7 million gallons, 
respectively.  Flows then increased to around 127.4 million gallons in December, remaining 
relatively stable through the end of March.  In April and May, sewer flows decreased to just 
over 100.0 million gallons per month.  Flows then peaked in July and August at around 149.0 
million gallons and 137.0 million gallons per month, respectively.  This represents an increase 
of approximately 70 percent over the seasonal low of 87.7 million gallons in November.  
Precipitation data for the same period indicate that the region received an average of around 
three inches per month in 2014, with a peak of 10.76 inches in February and a low of 0.04 
inches in June.  Interestingly, peak sewer flows tend to occur during the months of July and 
August, when precipitation is at its lowest.  This runs counter to the seasonal fluctuations in 
employment discussed later on in this report, which indicate peak employment between 
December and March and July and August, with the summer peak achieving a lower 
employment total compared to the winter peak.  While sewer flows are influenced by I&I, some 
of this variation may be attributable to an influx of summertime visitors, recognizing that 
summertime visitor serving industries may require less labor than winter oriented industries. 
 

                                                      
 
3 Including the Alpine Springs County Water District, North Tahoe Public Utility District, Northstar Community Service District, Squaw Valley Public Service District, Tahoe City Public Utility District, and the Truckee Sanitary District, all of which flow into the Tahoe Truckee Sanitation Agency treatment plant in Truckee, as well as the Donner Summit Public Utility District and the Sierra Lakes County Water District.  Due to the way that data were reported by the Tahoe Truckee Sanitation Agency, data for the Northstar Community Service District and the Truckee Sanitary District are grouped together. 
4 The NCEI, a subsidiary of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), provides monthly 
precipitation totals.  BAE identified unique climate monitoring stations located within the boundaries of each PUD.  When a service area contained multiple stations, BAE selected the one with the most complete data.   
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Figure 3:  Average Monthly Sewer Flow and Precipitation, 2014 

 
Notes: 
(a)  Includes sewer flow data for the Alpine Springs County Water District, Donner Summit Public Utility District, 
North Tahoe Public Utility District, Northstar Community Service District, Sierra Lakes County Water District, Squaw 
Valley Public Utility District, Tahoe City Public Utility District, and the Truckee Sanitary District. 
(b)  Includes average monthly precipitation for climate monitoring stations located within each PUD service area. 
 
Sources:  Public Utility Districts, 2016; NOAA, National Centers for Environmental Information, Climate Data Online, 
Global Historical Climatology Network-Monthly Summaries, 2016; BAE; 2016. 
 
The figures on the following pages illustrate the monthly average sewer flow and relative 
precipitation for each of the eight PUDs located in the Study Area.  Figure 4 illustrates sewer 
flows for the North Tahoe Public Utility District, the Tahoe City Public Utility District, and the 
combined Northstar Community Service District and Truckee Sanitary District.  These areas 
show similar flow patterns, with moderate winter flows, notable shoulder season declines in 
flow volume, and significant peak season increases.  Figure 5 illustrates sewer flows for Alpine 
Springs County Water District, Donner Summit Public Utility District, Squaw Valley Public 
Services District, and the Sierra Lakes County Water District.  Located on, or adjacent to, the 
Sierra Crest, these PUDs experienced much higher winter season sewer flows, likely 
corresponding to significant wintertime visitation associated with operation of the ski resorts, 
as well as an unknown amount of I&I.  The Donner Summit Public Utility District and Squaw 
Valley Public Service District experienced the highest summertime flows of the four PUDs 
located on, or adjacent to, the Sierra Crest, while Alpine Springs County Water District and 
Sierra Lakes County Water District experienced summertime peaks that were lower than the 
wintertime peak flows.  Recognizing that these figures are not adjusted for I&I, they suggest 
that communities located along the Sierra Crest are more heavily impacted by increases in 
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resident population during the winter months, with some significant summertime visitation.  
Communities located elsewhere in the Study Area, like the Town of Truckee and communities 
located along the lakeshore, are more deeply impacted by summertime visitation. 
 
Figure 4:  Average Monthly Sewer Flow and Precipitation, Truckee and North Tahoe 
Communities, 2014 

 
Notes: 
(a)  Includes sewer flow data for the North Tahoe PUD, the Tahoe City PUD, and the combined Northstar Community 
Service District and Truckee Sanitary District. 
(b)  Includes average monthly precipitation for climate monitoring stations located within each PUD service area. 
 
Sources:  Public Utility Districts, 2016; NOAA, National Centers for Environmental Information, Climate Data Online, 
Global Historical Climatology Network-Monthly Summaries, 2016; BAE; 2016. 
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Figure 5:  Average Monthly Sewer Flow and Precipitation, Sierra Crest 
Communities, 2014 

 
Notes: 
(a)  Includes sewer flow data for the Alpine Springs County Water District, the Donner Summit Public Utility District, 
Squaw Valley Public Service District, and the Sierra Lakes County Water District. 
(b)  Includes average monthly precipitation for climate monitoring stations located within each PUD service area. 
 
Sources:  Public Utility Districts, 2016; NOAA, National Centers for Environmental Information, Climate Data Online, 
Global Historical Climatology Network-Monthly Summaries, 2016; BAE; 2016. 
 
Household Trends 
Similar to the overall population trends experienced within the Study Area, the total number of 
households also steadily declined since 2000.  According to the Census Bureau, the Study 
Area contained 12,624 households in 2000, which decreased to an average of around 11,802 
between 2010 and 2014.  This represents a decrease of roughly 820 households, which 
equals an average annual change of -0.6 percent.  The Comparison Counties, by comparison, 
grew from 130,276 households in 2000 to an average of 174,949 between 2010 and 2014, 
representing an estimated increase of 44,673, which equals an average annual household 
growth rate of 2.5 percent per year.  The household growth trends among the region’s CDPs 
generally reflected the overall population growth trends discussed above, with only Truckee 
and the Sunnyside-Tahoe City CDP experiencing measurable household growth.   
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Average Household Size 
Average household size is based on the number of people living in households, divided by the 
number of occupied housing units.  The calculation excludes those individuals living in group 
quarters and other institutional settings.  As identified in Table 1, the average household size 
in the Truckee North Tahoe Study Area remained unchanged between 2000 and 2010-2014, 
at roughly 2.5 persons per household.  By comparison, the average household size in the 
Comparison Counties increased slightly from 2000 to 2010-2014, from 2.58 to 2.60 persons 
per household.  The average size of resident households in the region’s CDPs ranges from 
1.23 persons in Soda Springs to 2.91 in Kings Beach, with an average of 2.26.  The household 
sizes in the communities of Kings Beach, Sunnyside-Tahoe City, and Tahoe Vista increased 
since the year 2000.  Conversely, the average household size in Cornelian Bay, Tahoma, and 
Truckee decreased during this period.  While trend data are not available for Floriston, 
Kingvale, and Soda Springs, the 2010-2014 ACS indicates that Floriston and Soda Springs 
have some of the smallest average household sizes in the region. 
 
Households by Type 
As reported in Table 1, families represent the predominant household type in both the Truckee 
North Tahoe Study Area and the Comparison Counties.  Within the study area, these 
households account for approximately 61.8 percent of all households, a rate that has 
remained relatively constant over the past decade.  Within the Comparison Counties, the rate 
is considerably higher at 68.9 percent, which represents a decrease in the prevalence of 
family households compared to the year 2000, when approximately 71.9 percent of area 
households were families.  Within the CDPs, the proportion of family households varies 
considerably, with most either equal to or less than the rate shown for the region as a whole.  
The only communities where the proportion of family households exceeds the region wide 
average are the Town of Truckee and Kingvale.  The proportion of family households in 
Truckee averaged around 66 percent between 2010 and 2014, while the Census Bureau 
reports that all households in Kingvale were families.  The smallest proportion of family 
households was reported in Soda Springs, where only 23 percent of all households were 
families between 2010 and 2014. 
 
Household Tenure 
Data demonstrating the trend in household tenure indicate that Study Area households are 
notably less likely to be owner households relative to the Comparison Counties.  Based on the 
data shown in Table 1, an average of 64.0 percent of Study Area households owned their 
homes between 2010 and 2014, down from 67.5 percent in 2000.  In the Comparison 
Counties, approximately 71.0 percent of households owned their homes between 2010 and 
2014, a decrease from 73.9 percent recorded in 2000.  While both regions experienced 
decreasing home ownership trends, the Study Area experienced a more significant decrease 
relative to the Comparison Counties, placing the Study Area notably below the Comparison 
Counties in terms of home ownership rates.    
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Homeownership rates among the region’s CDPs vary significantly from place to place.  For 
example, according to the available Census data, all of the year-round residents in the 
Floriston CDP reportedly owned their own homes (i.e., 100 percent owner households, while 
none of the year-round residents of the Soda Springs CDP own their homes (i.e., 100 percent 
renter households).5  Other than Soda Springs, the community with the lowest home 
ownership rate between 2010 and 2014 was Kings Beach, where an average of 36 percent of 
households owned their own homes.  The homeownership rates among other Truckee North 
Tahoe Study Area communities, including Carnelian Bay, Dollar Point, Sunnyside-Tahoe City, 
Tahoe Vista, and Tahoma, ranged from a low of 59 percent (Sunnyside-Tahoe City) to a high of 
73 percent (Carnelian Bay).  Homeownership rates declined in all identified CDPs, with the 
exception of Sunnyside-Tahoe City (+7 percentage points), Carnelian bay (+6 percentage 
points), and Dollar Point (+2 percentage points). 
 
Age Distribution 
The median age in the Truckee North Tahoe Study Area was somewhat lower than in the 
Comparison Counties.  For example, the median age in the Study Area between 2010 and 
2014 was 38.8 years, compared to 41.5 years in the Comparison Counties as a whole.  While 
the Study Area seems to feature a markedly younger population, it is worth noting that the 
median age in both study areas was higher than the California median of 35.6, and that the 
median age increased more rapidly in the Study Area than in the comparison geography (i.e., 
the Study Area median age increased by 3.1 years since 2000, compared to 2.9 years in the 
Comparison Counties).   
 
As reported in Table 2, the two study areas show similar resident age distributions, with 
upwards of 20 percent of the population being under the age of 18.  Both areas also show 
significant concentrations of residents between the ages of 25 and 64, which represent the 
prime working years.  Interestingly, the proportion of working age adults was higher in the 
Study Area, at 62.2 percent than in the Comparison Counties, at 52.2 percent.  The Study Area 
also had a lower proportion of retirement age residents, at 8.8 percent, compared to 17.6 
percent in the Comparison Counties.  While this generally contradicts the perception of North 
Tahoe as a destination for retirement age households, the Census figures largely exclude 
second home owners and other seasonal residents.  Therefore, these figures primarily reflect 
the characteristics of permanent year-round residents, as well as some quasi-seasonal 
residents who report their homes within the region as their primary place of residence.6 
 
Comparatively, the age profiles within each of the region’s CDPs are quite varied.  Based on 
the median age figures reported in the 2010-2014 ACS, the youngest community in the region                                                       
 
5 Anecdotal evidence indicates that some permanent resident households in Soda Springs do, in fact, own their own homes.  This highlights the limitations of the available Census data.  Such data should, therefore, be interpreted with caution, understanding that while the data may not be 100 percent accurate, it represents the most recent and comprehensive publicly available information.   
6 See footnote 1. 
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is Tahoe Vista, with a median age of 32.2 years.  Only two other communities had median age 
estimates that were lower than the regionwide figure, which included Kings Beach and the 
Town of Truckee.  The remaining seven communities had median age estimates that were 
higher than the regionwide figure, with Floriston being the highest, at 60.7 years.   
 
Table 2:  Age Distribution, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and Comparison 
Counties, 2000 and 2010-2014 

  
Household Income Distribution 
The distribution of households by income is similar in both the Truckee North Tahoe Study 
Area and the Comparison Counties.  In both areas, roughly 25.0 percent of all households had 
incomes of less than $35,000 per year between 2010 and 2014.  This represents a decrease 
since 1999, when the proportion of households with incomes less than $35,000 per year was 
roughly 30.0 percent of all households.  The declines in the proportion of lower income 
households subsequently corresponded with increases in the proportion of higher income 
households.  For example, the proportion of households in the Study Area earning $100,000 
or more increased from 16.3 percent in 1999 to 31.1 percent between 2010 and 2014.  The 
Comparison Counties saw a similar increase, from 18.5 percent in 1999 to 33.0 percent 
between 2010 and 2014. 
 
As reported in Table 3, the median Study Area household income was notably lower than in the 
Comparison Counties in both 1999 and between 2010 and 2014.  The median income in the 
Study Area also grew more slowly in nominal terms, indicating that the income gap is widening 

Truckee North Tahoe Study Area (a) Comparison Counties  (b)
2000 2010-2014 2000 2010-2014

Age Distribution Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Under 18 7,640 23.5% 6,556 21.7% 87,035 25.6% 103,517 22.5%
18-24 2,663 8.2% 2,095 6.9% 22,814 6.7% 35,197 7.6%
25-34 5,458 16.8% 4,517 14.9% 37,282 11.0% 49,743 10.8%
35-44 6,231 19.2% 4,668 15.4% 57,002 16.7% 57,409 12.5%
45-54 5,707 17.6% 5,430 17.9% 54,172 15.9% 67,904 14.8%
55-64 2,626 8.1% 4,312 14.3% 33,518 9.8% 65,248 14.2%
65-74 1,365 4.2% 1,778 5.9% 25,667 7.5% 45,511 9.9%
75-84 603 1.9% 657 2.2% 17,496 5.1% 24,878 5.4%
85 years & over 157 0.5% 238 0.8% 5,446 1.6% 10,717 2.3%
Total, All Ages 32,450 100% 30,251 100% 340,432 100% 460,124 100%
Median Age (c) 35.7 38.8 38.6 41.5
Notes: 
(a)  The Truckee North Tahoe Study Area is defined based on 2000 and 2010 Census Block Groups, to approximate the area
encompassed w ithin the desired study area.  For a complete listing of the included Census Block Groups, please refer to
Appendix A.
(b)  The Comparison Counties include both Placer County and Nevada County in California.
(c)  Median age f igures w ere extrapolated based on detailed age distribution data.
Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, Summary File 1, 2015; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community
Survey, 2015; BAE, 2015.
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between residents of the Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and residents of Placer and Nevada 
Counties more broadly.  Furthermore, while the inflation-adjusted median income figures 
indicate that both areas experienced a real decline in household purchasing power since 
1999, the effect of this trend was somewhat greater in the Study Area.  For example, after 
adjusting for inflation using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the Western Region, published 
by the BLS, the real purchasing power of the median income in the Study Area decreased by 
approximately $8,988, or 11.8 percent, between 1999 and 2010-2014.  The data indicate 
that the purchasing power of the median income in the Comparison Counties decreased by 
around $7,934, or 10.2 percent, over the same period.  Note that additional differences in 
cost of living between the Study Area and the Comparison Counties that are not reflected in 
the CPI adjustment, such as the higher cost of housing in the Truckee North Tahoe region, 
likely further reduce the real purchasing power of households residing in the Study Area. 
 
Although trend data are not available for all CDPs, the available information indicates that 
incomes vary considerably across the region.  As of the 2010-2014 ACS, the two CDPs with the 
highest median income estimates include the Town of Truckee and Carnelian Bay, with 
median income values of $72,156 and $72,083, respectively.  The two communities with the 
lowest median income estimates include Soda Springs and Kings Beach, with median income 
values of $28,917 and $39,639, respectively.  The data indicate that communities within the 
region have experienced differing degrees of income stagnation.  For example, between 1999 
and 2010-2014, the median income values in Carnelian Bay and Dollar Point increased by 
44.6 percent and 45.0 percent in nominal terms, or 1.7 percent and 2.0 percent in real 
inflation adjusted terms.  By comparison, the median income in Tahoma decreased by 14.4 
percent in nominal dollars and 39.8 percent in real dollars.  Other communities that 
experienced significant declines in real household purchasing power include Kings Beach (-
21.5 percent), Tahoe Vista (-28.2 percent), Sunnyside-Tahoe City (-14.3 percent), and the 
Town of Truckee (-13.8 percent).   
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Table 3:  Household Income Distribution, Truckee North Tahoe Study Area and 
Comparison Counties, 1999 and 2010-2014 

  
Households by Income Category 
Table 4 reports data collected from the 2008-2012 Comprehensive Affordability Strategy 
(CHAS) dataset, which is a special tabulation of the 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates.  The 
purpose of the CHAS dataset is to demonstrate the need for various types of housing 
assistance.  This is done by estimating the number of households that experience certain 
types of housing problems,7 by income category and household type.  Note that the CHAS data 
should be interpreted with caution.  First, the CHAS data for the Truckee North Tahoe Study 
Area were compiled based on a Census Tract-based study area that approximates the Census 
Block Group based definitions described in the introduction.  Second, the data are based on 5-
Year ACS estimates covering the 2008 to 2012 time period, while other demographic data 
provided in this report are based on 2010-2014 5-Year ACS estimates.  Also, because the data 
                                                      
 
7 There are four housing problems reported in the CHAS data, including: 1) lack of complete kitchen facilities; 2) lack of complete plumbing facilities; 3) household is overcrowded; and 4) household is cost burdened. A household is said to have a housing problem if they have any 1 or more of these 4 problems.  Overcrowding is defined as more than one person per room, while a household is considered cost burdened if they pay greater than 30 percent of income on housing and related costs. 

Truckee North Tahoe Study Area (a) Comparison Counties (b)
1999 (c) 2010-2014 1999 (c) 2010-2014

Household Income Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Less than $15,000 1,066 8.4% 938 7.9% 12,808 9.8% 14,084 8.1%
$15,000 to $24,999 1,193 9.5% 962 8.2% 12,423 9.5% 14,475 8.3%
$25,000 to $34,999 1,517 12.0% 1,030 8.7% 14,171 10.9% 15,109 8.6%
$35,000 to $49,999 2,125 16.8% 1,550 13.1% 20,407 15.7% 20,305 11.6%
$50,000 to $74,999 2,947 23.3% 2,080 17.6% 28,443 21.8% 29,615 16.9%
$75,000 to $99,999 1,716 13.6% 1,570 13.3% 17,880 13.7% 23,592 13.5%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,192 9.4% 2,027 17.2% 15,069 11.6% 31,315 17.9%
$150,000 or more 867 6.9% 1,645 13.9% 9,075 7.0% 26,454 15.1%
Total, All Households 12,624 100% 11,802 100% 130,276 100% 174,949 100%
Median Income (d) $53,484 $67,079 $54,683 $69,838
Adjusted Median Income (e) $76,067 $67,079 $77,772 $69,838
Notes: 
(a)  The Truckee North Tahoe Study Area is def ined based on 2000 and 2010 Census Block Groups, to approximate the area
encompassed w ithin the desired study area.  For a complete listing of the included Census Block Groups, please refer to
Appendix A.
(b)  The Comparison Counties include both Placer County and Nevada County in California.
(c)  The percent distribution of household income is from Census 2000 Summary File 3, w hile the total household estimate is
from Census 2000, Summary File 1.
(d)  Median household income figures w ere extrapolated based on detailed household income distribution data.
(e)  Census 2000 median household income estimates are adjusted to 2014 dollars based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI)
for All Urban Consumers in the Western Region of 1.42.
Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, Summary File 1 and Summary File 3, 2015; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 
American Community Survey, 2015; BAE, 2015.
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are based on multi-year survey data, individual estimates may not sum to totals shown in the 
table, due to rounding.   
 
The CHAS dataset uses HUD-defined income categories to classify the distribution of 
households by income.  Note that these income categories also form the basis for the income 
limits published annually by HCD.  The categories are based on the HUD Adjusted Median 
Family Income (HAMFI), which is calculated using 2008-2012 5-year median family income 
estimates,8 supplemented with 2012 1-year estimates.  The HUD income categories are 
calculated as a percentage of the HAMFI.  The extremely low-income category includes 
households with incomes less than, or equal to, 30 percent of the HAMFI, while the very low-
income category includes households with incomes greater than 30 percent, and up to 50 
percent, of the HAMFI.  The low-income category includes households with incomes greater 
than 50 percent, and up to 80 percent, of the HAMFI, while the moderate-income category 
includes households with incomes greater than 80 percent, and up to 120 percent, of the 
HAMFI.  The above moderate-income subsequently includes the remaining households with 
incomes that are greater than 120 percent of the HAMFI.  Note that both the HAMFI and the 
subsequent income limits are adjusted for household size, so that a larger household with a 
given income could be placed within a lower income category than a smaller household with 
the same dollar income.  
 
According to the CHAS data reported in Table 4, approximately 4,899 Study Area households, 
around 36.6 percent, were categorized as Lower-Income between 2008 and 2012, with 
incomes that were equal to 80 percent or less of the HAMFI, after adjusting for household size.  
Another 2,457, around 18.3 percent, were categorized as Moderate-Income, with the 
remaining 6,023 households, roughly 45.0 percent, categorized as Above Moderate-Income.  
The data indicate that of the 4,415 renter households in the Study Area, around 54.9 percent 
were categorized in the three lowest income categories.  Meanwhile, of the 8,975 owner 
households in the region, 27.8 percent were categorized in the three lowest income 
categories.  As noted above, the household totals reported Table 4 differ from those reported 
elsewhere in this report due to the use of different datasets, from different sources, that 
correspond with different years. 
 

                                                      
 
8 Excludes one-person households and multi-person households comprised of unrelated individuals, based on the Census definition of a family, which includes a householder with one or more other persons living in the same household who are related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. 
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Table 4:  Distribution of Households by Income Category, Truckee North Tahoe 
Study Area, 2008-2012 (a) 

  Economic and Workforce Trends 
 
Employment (Jobs) by Industry 
Table 5 reports the total number of jobs, by industry, in the Truckee North Tahoe Study Area 
and the Comparison Counties in both 2000 and 2014.9  The data for the Study Area represent 
estimates provided to BAE by the EDD, which approximate the Study Area geography using the 
available ZIP Code-level data. 10  Based on these data, the dominant employment sector within 
the Study Area, on an annual average basis, is the Accommodation and Food Service sector, 
which accounted for 4,248 jobs in 2014, or around 26.8 percent of all employment.  The 
available data indicate that this sector grew by approximately 25.2 percent, or around 1.6 
percent per year, since 2000, which was slightly slower than the all industries average of 27.8 
percent, or 2.6 percent per year.  Other important employment sectors include Arts, 
Entertainment, and Recreation, as well as the Construction sector.  Arts, Entertainment, and 
Recreation accounted for an average of 2,244 jobs in 2014, which represented 14.2 percent 
of all employment.  The sector expanded by 57.2 percent, or 3.3 percent per year, since 2000, 
making it both one of the largest and one of fastest growing employment sectors in the Study 
Area.  The Construction Sector accounted for an average of 1,992 jobs in 2014, or around 
12.6 percent of all employment.  The industry grew by around 16.4 percent, or 1.1 percent per 
year, since 2000. 
                                                      
 
9 Industry employment refers to the number of jobs in a given place.  Occupational employment refers to the number of area residents who are employed, including those who are employed both inside and outside of the area. 
10 A complete list of ZIP Codes used for this analysis, please refer to Appendix A.  

Owner Households Renter Households All Households
Income Category (b) Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Extremely Low -Income 558 6.2% 809 18.3% 1,367 10.2%
(Ò 30% of HAMFI)

Very Low -Income 640 7.1% 730 16.5% 1,370 10.2%
(> 30% Ò 50% of HAMFI)

Low -Income 1,278 14.2% 884 20.0% 2,162 16.1%
(> 50% Ò 80% of HAMFI)

Moderate-Income 1,349 15.0% 1,108 25.1% 2,457 18.3%
(> 80% Ò 120% of HAMFI)

Above Moderate-Income 5,135 57.2% 888 20.1% 6,023 45.0%
(> 120% of HAMFI)

All Income Levels (c) 8,975 100% 4,415 100% 13,390 100%
Notes:
(a)  The Truckee North Tahoe Study Area is def ined based on 2010 Census Tracts, to approximate the area encompassed
w ithin the desired study area.  For a complete listing of the included Census Tracts, please refer to Appendix A.
(b) CHAS data reflect HUD-defined household income limits.
(c) Figures may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Sources:  HUD, 2008-2012 CHAS, 2015;  BAE, 2015.


